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and that the product should not be used or disposed of without having been
inspected by a representative of this department. _

ArTEUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

16071. Misbranding of Bowman’s abortion remedy. U. S. v. 7 Boxes of

’ Bowman’s Abertion Remedy, Default decree of destruction en-

tered. (F. & D. No. 20141, 1. 8. No. 23891-v. 8. No. C-4751.)

On June 20, 1925, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Missouri, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure
and condemnation of 7 boxes of Bowman’s abortion remedy, remaining in the
original unbroken packages at Sedalia, Mo., alleging that the article had been
shipped by the Brick Bowman Remedy Co., from Owatonna, Minn., on or about
June 5, 1925, and had been transported from the State of Minnesota into the
State of Missouri, and charging misbranding in violation of the food and-
drugs act as amended. '

Analysis of a sample of the article by this department showed that it con-
sisted essentially of brown sugar and a ground wheat product, with a small
amount of phenolic body and possible traces of compounds of calcium and
sulphur.

’II.‘)he article was labeled in part: (Inside of flap of carton) “ Bowman’s Abor-
tion Remedy. This package contains one 9¥-pound treatment of Bowman’s
Abortion Remedy. Read the directions carefully before administering.”

It was alleged in substance in the libel that the labels on the said boxes,
packages, or cartons regarding the curative and therapeutic effects of the ar-
ticle contained therein were false and fraudulent in that the said article con-
tained no ingredient or combination of ingredients capable of producing the
curative and therapeutic effects claimed for it in the aforesaid statements.

On October 21, 1925, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
was entered finding the product misbranded and ordering that it be destroyed
by the United States marshal. .

ArtaurR M. Hypg, Secretary of Agriculture.

16072. Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. 8. v. Leo W. Williams
and Edwmund M. Root (Hardwiclk Creamery). Pleas of guilty.
Fine, $10. (F. & D. No. 19335, 1. S. Nos. 16847-v, 16770-v.)
On April 7, 1925, the United States attorney for the District of Vermont,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said district an information against Leo W. Williams
and Edmund M. Root, copartners, trading as the Hardwick Creamery, Hard-
wick, Vt., alleging shipment by said defendants, in violation of the food and
drugs act as amended, on or about July 9, 1924, from the State of Vermont into
the State of Massachusetts, of quantities of butter which was adulterated and
misbranded. A portion of the article was labeled in part: (Package) * Fancy
Creamery Butter Pure Cream * * *, This Package Contains Eight Ounces
of Butter.” The remainder of the said article was labeled in part: (Crate)
“H 60 Lbs. Net,” (package) “5 Lbs. Net.,” and was invoiced as butter.
It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that a
product deficient in milk fat had been substituted for butter, which the article
purported to be. Adulteration was alleged for the further reason that a product
which contained less than 80 per cent by weight of milk fut had been sub-
stituted for butter, a product which should contain not less than 80 per cent
by weight of milk fat, as prescribed by the act of March 4, 1923, which the said
article purported to be. : v
Misbranding was alleged with respect to a portion of the article for the reason
that the statements “ Creamery Butter Pure Cream” and “This Package Con-
. tains Bight Ounces of Butter,” borne on the label, were false and misleading
in that the said statements represented that the article consisted wholly of
creamery butter and that each of the packages contained 8 ounces thereof, and
for the further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and
. mislead. the purchaser into the belief that it consisted wholly of creamery

butter, and that each of said packages contained 8 ounces thereof, whereas it
did not consist wholly of creamery butter but did consist of a product deficient
in milk fat, and each of said packages did not contain 8 ounces of the article,
but did contain a less amount. Misbranding was alleged with respect to the
said portion for the further reason that the statement, to wit, “ Butter,”
borne on. the label, was false and misleading in that it represented that the
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article was butter, to wit, a product which should contain not less than 80
per cent by weight of milk fat, as prescribed by law, whereas it did not contain
80 per cent by weight of milk fat but did contain a less amount. Misbranding
was allezed with respect to the remainder of the article for the reason that it
was a product deficient in milk fat, prepared in imitation of butter, and was
offered for sale and sold under the distinctive name of another article, to wit,
butter. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the statement,
to wit, “60 Lbs. Net,” borne on the crates containing the article, and the
statement, to wit, “5 Lbs. Net,” borne on the packages, were false and mislead-
ing in that they represented that each of the said crates contained 60 pounds
of butter, and that each of said packages contained 5 pounds thereof, and for
the further reason that it was labeled as atoresaid so as to deceive and mislead
the purchaser into the belief that each of said crates contained 60 pounds net
of butter, and that each of said packages contained 5 pounds net thereof,
whereas each of said crates did not contain 60 pounds net of butter but did
contain a less amount, and each of said packages did not contain & pounds of
butter but did contain a less amount. Misbranding was alleged for the further
reason that the article was food in package form and the quantity of the con-
tents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the package.

On August 11, 1928, the defendants entered pleas of guilty to the information,
and the court imposed a fine of $10.

ArtHUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

16073. Adulteration of frozem poultry. U. 8. v. 1 Keg of Frozen Poultry.
Default decree of condemunation, forfeiture, and destruction. (F. &
D. No. 23007. 1. S. No. 03013. 8. No. 1092.)

On August 24, 1928, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure and .
condemnution of 1 keg of frozen poultry at New York, N. Y., alleging that the
article had been shipped by the Topeka Packing Co., from Topeka, Kans., on
or about August 10, 1928, and had been transported from the State of Kansas
into the State of New York, and charging adulteration in violation of the tfood
and drugs act. , -

It was alleged in substance in the libel that the article was in violation of
section 7 of said act, paragraph 6, in the case of food, in that it counsisted
in whole or-in part of a filthy, decomposed, or putrid animal substance in
that it consisted in whole or in part of a portion of an animal unfit for food,
and in that it was the product of a diseased animal.

On September 7, 1928, no claimant having appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States mavrshal.

: Arrmur M. Hype, Secretary of Agriculture.

16074. Adulteration of frozen poultry. U. S, v. 2 Barrels, et al.,, of ¥rozen
Poultry. Defaunlt decdrees .of condemnation, forfeitare, and de-
struction. (F. & D. Nos, 23004, 23019, 23020. I. 8. Nos. 03010, 03011,
03014, 03015. S. Nos. 1090, 1103, 1105.) -

On August 22 and August 27, 1928, respectively, the United States attorney
for the Southern District of New York, acting upon reports by the Secretary
of Agriculture, filed in the Distriet Court of the United States for said distriet
libels praying seizure and condemnation of 5 barrels of frozen poultry, remain-
ing in the original unbroken packages at New York, N. Y., alleging that the
article had been shipped by Edward Aaron (Inc.), in various lots, from DButler,
Mo., and Lamar, Mo, on or about August 9, 1928, and from Drexel, Mo, and
Fort Scott, Kans., on or about August 15, 1928, and had been transported from
the States of Missouri and Kansas, respectively, into the State of New York,
and charging adulteration in violation of the foud and drugs act. .

It was alleged in the libels that the article was adulterated, in that it con-
sisted in part of a portion of an animal unfit for food, and in that it was the
product of a diseased animal. Adulteration was alleged with respect to a por-
tion of the product for the further reason that it consisted in part of. a filthy,
decomposed, or putrid animal substance.

On September 7 and September 13, 1928, respectively, no claimant having
appeared for the property, judgments of condemnation and forfeiture were
entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be destroyed by the
United States marshal.

ArTHUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculiure.




